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Most problems of morphological analysis in Armenian imply an 
investigation of one or more phonological details as well, since we do 
not have a complete set of generally accepted sound laws at our dis- 
posal. The subsequent interpretation of the Armenian subjunctive 
formation is based on the assumption of a phonetic development * -ti- 
> -c’-,2 which may be supported by the following examples: 

1. anc‘anem, aor. anc‘i ‘pass, cross’ is interpreted by Pedersen 
(1906, 425) as *ant-s-e/o- (i.e., an original s-aorist of a verbal deriva- 
tive from the root noun *hgant-) and compared with Gk. &vtowar 
‘meet’. A reconstruction *hgant-i-e/o- derived from the locative and 
matching Gk. àvtiáopar ‘stand opposite’, dvtidé@ ‘come towards’ 
seems semantically and morphologically more probable. 

2. Numeral adverbs of the type erkic‘s ‘twice, for the second 
time’, eric‘s ‘three times, for the third time’ < *duitio-, *tritio- (cf., the 
variants *duitiio-, etc.) have numerous external parallels, e.g., Skt. 
dvitiya-, trtiya-, OP Britiya-, Lat. tertius, Lith. tré¢ias. When used in 
the acc.neut.sg. these formations had the function of numeral adverbs 
already at the time of the proto-language, thus, e.g., OP duvitiyam ‘for 
the second time’, Umbr. duti < *du(i)tiom ‘iterum’. The final -s of 
-ic‘-s is probably the case ending of the acc.pl. - accusative as a relic of 
the IE practice, plural possibly simply under the influence of the par- 
ticular semantic character of the stems *dui-, *tri-. | 

3. The preposition c‘ ‘towards, to, until’ < *poti, cf., Gk. dial. 
xotli, Av. paiti, OP patiy with the same basic lexical meaning. Consid- 
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ering the syntactical functions some quite striking correspondences 
may be found, especially between Arm. and Iranian, cf., e.g., Av. 
(V.18.29) ndit dim yauua bitim vaécim paiti pərəsəmno buua ‘an den 
werde ich keine zweite Frage richten’ (AIW 929) ~ Arm. harc‘anel c‘ 
+ two accusatives - in both cases the construction is ‘ask something 
(acc.) to (*poti} somebody (acc.)’. Ct must represent the pre-vocalic 
sandhi variant * poti in accordance with the regular phonetic develop- 
ment: *p > Ó before o, deletion of pretonic initial vowel (cf., ənd and 
ast) and *-ti- > c“. 

4, For k‘ec‘ ‘separate’ I would suggest a proto-form *sue-tio-, 
originally a *-ti-o- derivative of the reflexive pronoun and thus per 
fectly identical with Lith. svécias ‘stranger, guest’. 

5. xowc’,, -Í ‘room’, if identical with OHG hutta ‘cottage’, would 
represent *khut-j-ahg. 

The only apparent counterexample pointing to a development 
*.tj- > -č- is the verb ko¢‘em ‘call, invite’ (IEW 480f), which is tradi- 
tionally derived from the root *gWet- ‘speak’ (cf., Goth. qiþan < 
*gWét-e/o-, ON kveðja < *gWot-éie/o-). Probably the semantically 
close goc‘em ‘cry’, either a denominative *uokW-i-e/o- (thus Meillet, 
1905-06, 244) or an iterative *yokW-éje/o- with regular palatalization 
of *-kW- (cf., Skt. vdcayati) at some point influenced the expected 
* sWot-éie- regarding the root final consonantism -¢‘-, which already 
characterized numerous onomatopoeic verbs/nouns in -c‘em / 
-Ciwn.* | 

This leads us to accept -c*- as the only regular reflex of *-ti-, and 
we may then proceed to the examination of the subjunctive 
morpheme -ic‘-, for which no evident solution has been found. 
Though the i-vocalism of the suffix may continue the original optative 
marker (cf., Pedersen 1905, 207 and Meillet 1936, 121),° we are still 
left with a rather obscure -c‘-extension. The traditional theory of a 
*-sRe/o- formation is not too convincing from a functional point of 
view: only in West Tocharian this suffix is used for the formation of 
subjunctives, and we have no evidence for a combination of *-sKe/o- 
and the optative morpheme. Further, the regular reflex of intervocalic 
*-sk- + front vowel seems to be -c*-, cf., Olsen 1987ms. Klingen- 
schmitt’s recent attempt to explain -c‘- as derived from *-ss- (1982, 43) 
is hardly more probable considering the development of *hzes-si.> 
es. Since none of the proposed interpretations seem to be beyond dis- 
cussion, it may thus be admissible tentatively to suggest a quite differ- 
ent analysis: 

It is generally accepted that the 3.sg. is the primary or unmarked 
form of a verbal paradigm - “‘la 3€ personne n’est pas une ‘personne’; 
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c’est méme la forme verbale qui a pour fonction d’exprimer la non- 
personne” (Benveniste 1947, 13). For this reason the 3.sg. is fre- 
quently seen without a specific personal ending (e.g., the periphrastic 
future in Skt.) or is even used as a simple verbal stem serving as the 
basis of complete paradigms. A neat description of this phenomenon 
is found in Watkins (1962, 90ff), who mentions such examples as the 
Old Indic precative 3.sg. bhiyds ò e.g., 1.sg. bhaydsam, modern Pol- 
ish 3.sg. jest ‘he is’ (inf. być) ò 1.sg. jest-em, 2.sg. jest-e$, 1.pl. jest- 
esmy, 2.pl. jest-eście, modern Persian hast ‘he is’ ò 1.sg. hast-am, 
2.sg. hast-i, 1.pl. hast-im, 2.pl. hast-id, 3.pl. hast-and, and Middle 
Welsh impf. 3.sg. oed ‘he was’ ò 1.sg. oed-wn, 2.sg. oed-wt, 1.pl. oed- 
em, 2.pl. oed-wch, 3.pl. oed-ynt. 

Since the process of adding a new set of personal endings to the 
full form of the 3.sg. is thus seen in several branches of the IE family 
from Old Indic to modern Polish, covering various modes and tenses, 
it is not a priori unthinkable that something similar has happened in 
the Arm. subjunctive. Obviously a simple continuation of the IE opta- 
tive or subjunctive would not have been very successful: from 
*bherojhjt only the root syllable *ber would have been left, and a the- 
matic subjunctive *bheréti would ultimately become identical with 
the i-inflection (medio-passive). However, the type *bMeréti may have 
constituted the derivational basis of the -c‘-subjunctive in exactly the 
same manner as the Polish present paradigm:” 


1.sg. *bher-é-tj- + -6 > beric“ 

2.Sg. *bher-é-tj- + -essi (anal. < *h zessi) > berc‘-es 
1.pl. *bher-é-tj- + -omes > berc’-owk*’ 
3.pl. *bher-é-tj- + -enti (anal. for *-onti) > berc’-en 


These forms are what we actually find in the aor.subj. On the 
basis of the new stem beric‘-, where the subjunctive function is clearly 
characterized by a specific morpheme, a secondary 3.sg. *beric‘- + -ë 
> berc‘é is created in accordance with the rest of the paradigm, and 
finally the 2.pl. berfik‘ represents an old optative as explained by 
Klingenschmitt (1982, 40). 

The shape of the present subj. is of a more recent character: the 
isolated subjunctive marker -ic‘- has simply been added to the stem 
and is followed by the general present endings, e.g., 3.sg. *bere- + -ic‘- 
+ -6 > *beréc‘é > beric‘é. : 

A few subjunctives of old athematic verbs are slightly irregular, 
but may still be interpreted in accordance with the suggested theory: 
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Aor.subj.1.sg. edic‘, 2.sg. dic‘es etc. (dnem ‘I put’, root *dheh4-), may 
theoretically be interpreted as either an analogical, thematic or an 
original, athematic formation, 1.sg. *dMehy-e-ti-6 > -dic‘, 2.sg. 
*dhehy-e-ti-essi ù dices. The root vowel outside the 1.sg. must have 
been analogically preserved, as we should strictly have expected 
*dc‘es etc. 


Aor.subj.1.sg. tac’, 2.sg. tac‘es (tam ‘I give’, root *doh3-) has intro- 
duced the weak stem form of the present. 


Aor.subj.1.sg. ekic’, 2.sg. ekec‘es (gam ‘I come’, aor. paradigm from 
the roots *gWem- and *gWahpz-) is the only subj. with a sequence -ec‘- 
+ endings corresponding to the regular -ic‘- + endings, and as neither 
aorist or present stem ends in -e- this may hardly be explained as ana- 
logical. An athematic subjunctive formation *gWem-e-ti-6, *gWem-e- 
ti-essi etc. would yield *kmec‘, *kmec‘es etc., while the result of 
*gWaho-e-ti-6, *gWah-e-ti-essi would probably be *kac‘, *kac‘es. 
Hence the most plausible solution appears to be a substitution 
*kmec‘es ù ekec‘es etc. under the influence of the stem of the aor.ind. 
(eki etc.)® However, the essential advantage of the suggested solution 
is the rather straightforward explanation of the otherwise obscure 
suffix -ec‘-: we are simply dealing with a genuine, athematic subjunc- 
tive formation. 


Though the hypothesis offered above thus appears to meet the 
requirements of phonetic regularity as well as typological parallels, it 
may still be open to certain objections: 

First of all I do not find it particularly disturbing that a remnant 
of the original subjunctive is found in Armenian, which is not gener- 
ally regarded as an “archaic” language. If the subjunctive category is 
accepted for the proto-language at all, its disappearance in a given lan- 
guage rather than its preservation would demand an explanation. 

Another point is purely phonological: does the suggested devel- 
opment *-tj- > -c‘- fit into the Arm. sound pattern at all? Greppin 
(1987ms), who assumes the regular reflexes of * Ty-seqences to be pa- 
latals, i.e., *-tj- > -é'-, *-dj- > -č-, *-dhj- > -J-, and consequently dis- 
cards the examples indicating dental affricates, particularly *-di- > 
-c-, rightly points out that “a two-fold development makes no one 
happy.” However, it is by no means certain that the original unvoiced, 
voiced, and voiced aspirate series developed on parallel lines. 

In spite of Greppin’s hesitations, I consider at least some of the 
material supporting a development “di > c quite convincing: 
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1. Anicanem ‘curse’ (*hg3neid-, cf., Gk. ovetd-) is most naturally 
reconstructed as a j-formation like Gothic ga-naitjan, i.e., a substitu- 
tion for the original nasal-infixed present, which is still preserved in 
Skt. nindati ‘mocks, despises’. The assumption of a sigmatic aorist 
(Kortlandt 1987, 51 following Pedersen 1906, 424) is less probable 
considering the original relationship between nasal present and root 
aorist. 

2. Hecanim ‘mount, ride’ exactly matches Gk, ouor, ON sitja 
< *sed-j-.2 

3. Xacanem ‘bite’ < *khG@d-i- Skt. khddati, Lith. kdndu 
(Fraenkel I, 226) probably also reflects a i-formation as a substitution 
for an original long vowel present rather than an s-aorist.1° 

4. Alceal ‘salted’ < *sald-i-, cf., OS sultia ‘salt-water’ < *sld-i- 
is found without the j-extension in alt ‘salt bed’, but also ‘dirt’ etc. If 
the actual meaning of *sald- is ‘salt, salted’ in Armenian I do not see 
any difficulty in the fact that the same root form may also mean ‘dirt, 
dirty’ - the semantic split is simply of PIE origin. 

5. Mic, -i ‘dirt, mud’ < *smid-iahg (IEW 966) is phonetically 
identical with and semantically extremely close to OE smitte ‘stain’, 
MHG smitze ‘stain, dirt’. 

6. I should further like to suggest a connection between cal ‘in- 
crespamento di mare’; ondeggiamento’ < *dial-no- and the otherwise 
etymologically obscure Gk. CéAo¢ ‘whirlpool’ < *dial-o-. *gial- seems 
to be excluded as a common protoform, as this would yield Arm. *č-. 
This equation would be important, as far as it does not depend on a 
morphological analysis that might be disputed. 

In afew other cases Arm. -c- < *-dj- seems to be the most obvious 
solution, though the exact etymological connections are less clear; 
thus mowcanem ‘introduce’, which is semantically a causative of 
mtanem ‘enter’, and bowcanem ‘feed’, which looks like a denomina- 
tive of bowt ‘nourishment’. | 

On the other hand, a couple of lexemes have been analysed as 
pointing to a development *-di- > -č-: 

1. The connection between orocem ‘gnaw’ and Lat. réd6 is diffi- 
cult because of the obscure vocalism Arm. -6- / Lat. -6-. The Celtic cog- 
nates, e.g., W. rhathu ‘rasp, grate’ indicate an ablaut pattern *-6- / -d-, 
i.e., probably *-eh3- /-a3-, so the Arm. verb is better left out. 11 

2. The exact analysis of mačar ‘wine from sour grapes’ remains 
etymologically difficult, though the derivation from the root *mad- 
(cf., Skt. madati ‘get drunk’) is very reasonable. However, a proto- 
form *mad-j- as suggested by Djahukian (1975, 38) is not beyond dis- 
cussion. No similar formation is known from the related languages, 
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and there is no supplementary evidence for a complex suffix *-i-ar- 
(< *-j-oro- ?) in Armenian. Especially in Indo-Iranian we have nu- 
merous derivatives of this root, e.g., Skt. ptc. mattd-, mddya- ‘intoxi- 
cating drink’, madirá- ‘intoxicating’ (= Gk. padaedc), matsard- ‘entic- 
ing’ etc., so - though admittedly the idea of a *-di-sequence 
underlying the Arm. form is at first sight quite attractive - it is proba- 
bly impossible to determine the consonant group preceding the -ar- 
suffix until we are better informed on the development of various con- 
sonant clusters, including secondary geminates (cf., the obscure 
formation of Lat. mattus ‘drunk’). 

It then seems that the dental affricates c° and c may be regarded 
as the only regular continuations of the sequences *ti and *di. On the 
other hand the evidence for a development *d/j > Jis simply too good 
to be dismissed: mēj ‘middle’ < *medhio-,12 géj ‘moist’ < *gheidhio- 
and aj ‘right’ < *sadgdhjo-. I would suspect the affrication/ 
palatalization to have taken place after the sound shift, which would 
explain that the unvoiced sequences - whether aspirated or not - were 
treated differently from the voiced group. A similar distinction, *ti > 
[c] vs. *di > [3], is attested in the Romance languages, e.g., Italian -itia- 
> -ezza- / hodie > oggi. 

The fact that Ti-clusters did not develop with perfect parallelism 
is not particularly disquieting - neither did the simple palatals (*K > s, 
*§ > cç, *gh > j), the intervocalic labials (*p > w, *b > p, *bh > w) or 
the *Ty-clusters (*tu > k‘, *du > (V)rk, *dħyų > d), just to mention a 
few examples. 

The solution offered above is not one of maximal simplicity, but 
nevertheless it is not without parallels, and it further seems to be ade- 
quately internally coherent. Possibly there are still things we do not 
know about affrication and palatalization in Armenian, but in all 
cases a thorough historical investigation of the language itself, based 
on reliable etymologies and a neat morphological analysis must have 
priority over systematic considerations, which may often turn out to 
be too simplified to match the linguistic realities. 


NOTES 


1 This article was written on the basis of a paper (given at the Second 
International Symposium of Armenian Linguistics, Erevan, 1987), which also deals 
with c‘ as a result of sK / Ks-clusters. I am indebted to prof. J.A.C. Greppin, who spoke 
about a similar subject at the same symposium (“The Development of *Ty in Classical 
Armenian”), and subsequently generously offered me a copy of his manuscript. For the 
relationship of c‘/ č‘ etc., cf., also Djahukian, 1975. 
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2 This development is assumed by Godel (1970, 147), who has no actual 
examples, but refers to the parallel sequence *di > c. 


3 Pedersen’s theory concerning Arm. remnants of the IE s-aorist (anc‘anem < 
*(hg)ant-s-, hecanim < *sed-s- etc.) is recently resumed by Kortlandt, 1987. Though it 
probably cannot be excluded that *ts, *ds would yield c“, c, I do not find Kortlandt’s 
actual examples convincing. The very idea of ‘‘nasal presents derived from sigmatic 
aorist stems” - e.g., anicanem - is morphologically quite arbitrary, as nasal presents 
were originally combined with root aorists - not s-aorists. Similarly the old aorist 
formation of elowzanem was clearly thematic. Further it may be noticed that the root 
vocalism of, e.g., hecanim and elowzanem clearly points to a full (not lengthened) 
grade, so we would have to accept an analogical generalization of the weak stem 
(*-€uC- > -iwC-; for the absence of Osthoff’s law in Arm., cf., Olsen, 1986). On the whole 
Godels’s analysis of anicanem etc. as i-formations (whether denominative, 
causative/iterative or stative) remains preferable to Kortlandt’s theory, according to 
which s-aorists are assumed mainly in those roots where they did not originally belong, 
and where the consonantism may as well be explained otherwise. 


4 A comparable reshaping of the root *gWet- is seen in Skt. gadati, where the root 
final -d- is taken over from the synonymous vadati (cf., AiEW I, 319). 


2 Godel (1980, 13) compares the Arm. subjunctive with Gk. present formations in 
LOX. 


6 Attested from the fifteenth century, cf., Vaillant 1966, 441f. 


7 The athematic subjunctive *h es-e-ti is not a reasonable proto-form, as *-ese- 
would almost certainly be continued as *-e-, cf., *-oso- > -o- in *bMoso-gWahg > bok 
‘barefoot’. 


8 The 1.sg. ekic‘ is clearly analogical, cf., edic". 


9 For the IE origins of the relationship stative / i-present cf., Rasmussen 1986. In 
spite of the divergence between the initials of hecanim and ewt'n it would be rash to 
discard the equation hecanim ~ éCoua altogether. According to J.E. Rasmussen (p.c.) 
the missing initial h- of ewt'n may be explained as a faulty interpretation of the 
sequence *sweks - septm } *sweKs(s) - eptm. The theory of the Arm. verb as a prefixed 
formation (*pi-) seems less probable (cf., Klingenschmitt 1982, 196), but as long as 
*sed- is acknowledged as the underlying root, this detail is not essential to the problem 
concerning *di. 


10 | consider sxalem ~ Skt. skhalati and c‘ax = Skt. Sakhd sufficient 
supplementary evidence for the equation Arm. x = Skt. kh - whether from a unit 
phoneme, IE *kh or not - in spite of Greppin 1984, 37. 


11 Possibly oročem, which also has the metaphorical meaning of ‘torment, prey 
on’ may be connected with ON hrekja ‘persecute, torment’ < *krog-i- (Arm. orocem i 
sirts ‘I am worried in my heart’ / ON refl. hrekjast ‘be (mentally) pained’; the semantic 
shift is the same as seen in German nagen). The further connection between hrekja and 
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Skt. karjati ‘pains, torments’ (AiEW I, 172) would imply a secondary full grade. For 
another - formally more complicated - solution, cf.; Olsen 1986. 


12 | see no difficulties in the fact that the epenthesis of méj (cf., also ēš and iz) is 
not paralleled by a similar development in hecanim {cf., Greppin, 1987ms, fn 7). 
Apparently the i-epenthesis in combination with an e-vowel was restricted to cases 
where the root vowel was followed by a palatal, which may be of secondary origin. 
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